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◆ Databases searched: PsychInfo, PubMed, ERIC, CINAHL
◆ Search terms: English language learner, bilingual, language impairment, assessment, evaluation, 
diagnosis, and their synonyms/variations (available upon request)
◆ Stages: Title/Abstract Screen → Full-text Screen → Quality Appraisal & Data Extraction 
◆ Inclusion criteria: DTAs including bilingual (with one language as English) typically-developing children 
and bilingual children with DLD, at least one index test and one reference test, and ages 3-18. 
◆ Exclusion criteria: studies that did not separate monolingual participant data from that of bilingual 
children, articles published in languages other than English, treatment studies, and studies from the 
previous meta-analysis (Dollaghan & Homer, 2011). 
◆ Reliability and Blinding: At least 20% of the articles were double-reviewed for reliability at each stage. 
Reliability for each stage was greater than 80%. Reviewers were blind to the others’ decisions.
◆ Appraisal Tools: The two types of studies, case control and cross-sectional, were evaluated with 
LEGEND tools from the James M. Anderson Center for Health Systems Excellence (2012).
Methods
An additional 22 DTAs have been conducted since the original 2011 meta-analysis by Dollaghan
and Horner. These studies include more linguistic diversity, cross-sectional studies, and some higher-
quality studies. Prior to July 2009, only case-control DTAs with Spanish-English bilingual children 
were available. Now there are 4 cross-sectional DTAs as well as international DTAs that include a 
variety of first languages. 
When assessing bilingual children for DLD, a combination of direct (standardized tests, language 
sample analysis, and dynamic assessment) and indirect (observation and questionnaires) language 
measures “are needed to complete a valid assessment” (Kohnert, 2010, p. 466). According to the 
ASHA preferred practice patterns of 2004, “assessment may be static or dynamic” and include 
“standardized assessment tools and/or non-standardized sampling [such as] interviews and 
observation in varied settings and multiple activities” (ASHA, p. 54). The reference tests of good 
quality DTAs are in alignment with these statements and show the possibility of variation 
within an assessment protocol. There were also several index tests that used a composite of direct 
and indirect measures.
Despite these improvements, potential bias does still appear in the diagnostic tools as well as in 
the existing research. Based on the range of sensitivity and specificity in the data and the lack of high 
quality cross-sectional studies, there still appears to be insufficient evidence to support a “gold 
standard” tool for diagnosis of DLD in bilingual children. 
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The authors do not have any conflicts of interest to report.
References, full search terms, and acronym lists available upon request.
Disclosures
In 2011, 21% of people (age 5 or above) in the United States spoke a language other than English at 
home (US Census). There is a growing need for assessments that are sensitive to developmental 
language disorder (DLD, also commonly-known as specific language impairment, SLI) and specific 
enough to exclude typically-developing English language learners and bilingual children. A variety of 
tools have been developed for assessing DLD, many of which have been used with bilingual children. 
Dollaghan and Horner (2011) conducted a meta-analysis of tools that were available prior to July 
2009. An updated synthesis and evaluation of current research would help clinicians make evidence-
based decisions in their work with bilingual children.
Research question: What conclusions can be drawn from recent diagnostic tests of accuracy (DTAs) 
regarding currently-available and experimental measures for the identification of Developmental 
Language Disorder (DLD) in school-age bilingual children?
Background
Division of Speech and Hearing Sciences
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There is a need for:
◆ More cross-sectional studies with 
large sample sizes
◆ A greater variety of researchers 
conducting DTAs
◆ Studies conducted by researchers 
unaffiliated with the test measures
◆ More diverse language representation 
in U.S. studies
◆ Greater attention to blinding and 
other potential bias—see chart, 





























− Spanish language sample from a 
story-retelling task of a wordless book 
for: MLU, NDW, UGI
− SPELT-3
Core language score of the CELF-4S, 
original cutoff = 85
.93 .65
Core language score of the CELF-4S, 

















− Parent and/or teacher report from 
Restrepo's (1998) measure
− CELF-4S: Estructura de Palabras & 
Repetición de Oraciones subtests
− SPELT-3 (in English)
SGMM: monolingual cutoff = 68.75% 1.00 .40







3 experienced bilingual clinicians scored:
− Narration, vocabulary-semantics, and 
grammar from transcribed narrative 
samples on a 6-point scale
− Also: parent and teacher 
questionnaires about language 
history, current language usage in 
first-grade, and proficiency 
judgements in first-grade 
Dynamic Assessment in English with a 
MLE intervention:
− 1st session: pretest of storytelling 
using a wordless picture book & 
MLE
− 2nd session: 2nd MLE
− 3rd session: post-test of storytelling 
using a different wordless picture 
book
Discriminant analysis, comparing 




Discriminant analysis,  comparing 











− Identification of LI by a bilingual SLP
− Report of parent concerns about the 
child’s language development
− Expressive language standard scores 
on the SPLS-4 of < 77 (1.5 SD below 
the mean)
− A Spanish NWR task developed by 
Ebert et al.23: processing efficiency 
measure
− SDLQ
− Language sample transcribed by 



























3 bilingual SLPs (with >10 years of 
experience) rated children's vocabulary, 
grammar, & narration in Spanish and 
English on a 6-point scale using the 
following information:
− Parent & teacher questionnaires
− Narrative samples, transcribed 
responses from: TOLDP-3, TNL, & 
experimental version of the BESA
Experimental version of the BESOS 
"derived from the most discriminating 
items in the experimental [BESA] item 
set…semantics and morphosyntax 
subtests in Spanish and English." (p429)
Combination (Spanish & English)
.857 .714
Best Scores (Spanish OR English)
.952 .714







− Language sample grammaticality
− Parent report, Teacher report
− Clinical observation during language 
sample elicitation
Up to 2 secondary measures were used 
when primary indicators were missing: 
− MLU in better language
− Parent proficiency rating in best 
language
− Identification as DLD by school SLP
English and Spanish BESA Semantics 
Subtests















2008 experimental version of BESA 
Semantic subtest (48 Spanish 49 English 
items)
English & Spanish Total Score
.933 .857









− Teacher report (language concerns or 
if the child was receiving special 
education services)
− Parent report (unspecified)
− A prepublication version of the 
Spanish morphosyntax, semantics, 
and NWR subtest of the BESA 
administered in Spanish and English 
− English measures were used when 
children appeared to be more 
balanced bilingual
Story retelling task and spontaneous 
storytelling task with two different Frog 
wordless picture books in child’s L1:
− Lexical Diversity (D)
− Grammatical errors per 
communication unit (GE/CU)
− MLU in words
− Subordination index for sentence 
complexity (SI)
Sensitivity and specificity were found 
for a variety of measures
Story retelling: 
use of D and GE/CU
.90 .85
Spont. Storytelling: 








− CNRep in English
− Adaptation of the CWLWM measures 
of expressive vocabulary and complex 
word repetition
− BPVSIII in English
− CELF-Preschool 2: 
Concepts and Following Directions 
(CFD), Sentence Structure (SS), and 
Recalling Sentences (RS) in English
− Authors’ Welsh morphosyntax tasks
− Short version of the PABIQ  
3 experimental measures of Welsh 
morphology created by the authors: 
− tense elicited-production task using 
periphrastic and synthetic past-
tense verb forms
− sentence completion prompting 
task using synthetic past-tense verb 
form







Singular Noun Errors in Plural 
Formation Task
1.00 .944
Synthetic Past & Plural Formation
.90 .94
Quality Rating Scale, (Plante & Vance, 1994)
Good (.90+) Fair (.80- .89) Unacceptable (below .80)
Results
◆ Our study did not include: grey literature, hand-searching, or additional data analysis (e.g., likelihood 
ratios, inter- and intra-rater reliability, ease-of-administration, and clinician access to measures).
◆ There is “tremendous variation” in the terms used for bilingual children (Samson & Lesaux, 2009, p. 
148). We may have missed some terminology for DLD and children who speak two languages.
◆ The time for completion was constrained to one semester.
















































Potential Sources of Bias
Yes / Unknown No
